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REMARKS 



The Office Action of April 1, 2005 has been reviewed and the comments t lercin were 
carefully considered. Claims 1-13 are currently pending in the application. Cl;umi 1-13 stand 
rejected over U.S, Patent No, 5,987,508, Applicant has amended claim 3. No nev matter has 
been introduced into the appUcation, Applicant respectfully requests reconsider£ tion of (he 
pending claims based on the following remarks. 
Reicctioms under 35 USC S102 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 USC §102(b) as being anticipated by Agra laram et al, 
U.S, Patent No. 5,987,508 (hereinafter "Agraharam"). Applicant respectfully triverses the 
rejection. 

Agraharam discloses a system in which a telephone number may be used as an alias for 
an email address. A translation server receives the email addressed to the phone oun ber, locates 
the user's actual email address and forwards the email to the actual email address. 

Independent claim 1, includes the feature of "comparing the destination ad.iress to the 
main and at least one alias electronic mail addresses." Applicant respectfully sibmits that 
Agraharam never performs this step. All of the email that arrives at the translatit n server in 
Agraharam is addressed to the phone number and all email that arrives at the o-m; il server is 
addressed to the email address. There is no need in Agraharam to perfoim he step of 
"comparing the destination address to the main and at least one alias electronic maxl a Idresses." 

The Office Action incorrectly alleges that the comparing step is disclosed at < ^oL 3, lines 
51-66. Col. 3, lines 51-66 states: 

Once the recipient has registered with translation server 1 10, an e-mail mes age 
addressed to the alias address of that recipient is directed to translation server 10, 
For example, an e-mail message from a sender at client terminal 101 addiess€ i to 
2015558765@einaiLatt.net is forwarded to translation server 110. Transktion 
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server 110, running a standard and well known Sendmail Daemon progr.un, ases 
the telephone number address identity, 2015558765. to access datab;ise 117. 
Using that telephone ninnber alias name, server 1 10 retrieves from database 117 
the actual e-mail address associated with that telephone number and the Send nail 
Daemon forwards the received e-mail message to that recipient's actual e- nail 
address. Thus, in the example, the e-mail message addressed to 
2015558765@email.att.net is forwarded by server 1 10 to its corresponding ai tual 
e-mail address ofsteveg@attmail.com. 

However, as shown above in the cited section of Agraharam, the cited mate rial fails to 
disclose the claimed feature of "comparing the destination address to the main iind it least one 
alias electronic mail addresses." There is no need in Agraharam to perform the c omparison. 
Therefore, for at least this reason independent claim 1 is in condition for allouanc \ Claim 2 
which depends from independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the same reason as i idependent 
claim 1. 

Claim 3 has been amended by this paper to include the step of "comparing a destination 
address of an electronic mail message to the main electronic mail address and ihe :t least one 
alias electronic mail address." Similar to the above remarks regarding indepeade it claim 1, 
Applicant respectfully submit that this claimed feature of independent claim 3 is not c isclosed in 
Agraharam. Claims 4-9 which ultimately depend from independent claim 3 are dUov able for at 
least the same reason as independent claim 3 . 

Independent claims 10, 12 and 13 each contain a similar feature of "con paring the 
destination address to addresses included in a database of main and alias elect -onic mail 
addresses." As discussed above, Agraharam does not disclose, teach, or sugge:,-t tf is claimed 
feature. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 10, l:! an 1 13 are in 
condition for allowance. Dependent claim 1 1 which ultimately depends from indcper lent claim 
10 is allowable for at least the same reason as independent claim 10. 
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Applicant respectfiJly submits that the present ^plication is in condition foi allowance. 

Should the Examiner believe that a conversation with Applicant's representative wov 'd be useful 

in the prosecution of this, case, the Examiner is invited and encouraged to <;all Applicant's 

representative. 

RespectfuUy submitted, 

Date: July 15, 2005 Bv\ fj[j^AAlf )>. _ 

CJiarles Miller 
Registration No. 43,805 
Banner & Witcoff , Ltd 
10 South Wacker Drive, 
Suite 3000 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Telephone: 312-463-500) 
Facsimile: 312-463-5001 
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